‘ em# 247 s

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM
{Continued from September 24, 2002}

SUBJECT: Esterson/Schumacher Laraoe Scale Amendment from Suburban Esiates to
Low Density Residential Land Use

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Development DIVISION: _ Planning
5 B

AUTHORIZED BY: Donald S. Fisherr CONTACT: Rob Walsh EXT 7446

Agenda Date 03-11-03  Regular| | Consent| | Work Session[ | Briefing [

Public Hearing — 1:30 [_] Public Hearing - 7:00 [

MOTION/RECOMMENDATION
1. Beny the Large Scale Land Use Amendment from Suburban Estates (o Low
Density Residential.
2. Continue the Large Scale Land Use Amenament from Suburban bstates 1o
Low Density Residential to the Fall 20038 Amendment Cycle; or
3. Transmit the Large Scale Land Use Amendment from Suburban Estales to

Low Density Residential to the Department of Community Affairs,

District 5 - MclLain Rob Walsh, Principal Coordinator

BACKGROUND

This item was continued by the Board of County Commissicners from its September 24,
2007 meeting to allow the opportunity to complete the Special Area Study for the Myrile
Street area. Preliminary results of the study were presented fo the Planning and Zoning
Commission at its February 18, 2003 special meeting {minutes will be provided when
available). There is alse a briefing scheduled on this BCC agenda.

The request is for a change in land use from Suburban Estates fo

Low Density Residential. it is not accompanied with a rezoning Review?d oy, |
reguest. There are two tracts of land. one north of Myrtle Street £o *A‘fﬁ?"
approximately 1200 feet east of Nolan Road and the second, south g?ﬁg“
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of Myrile Street and west of Nolan Road. LA
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The request is considered inconsistent with the established rural-like
character of the area north of Lake Jesup. The area east of Hester |File No.

Avenue consists of primarnly large acre agricullural  tracts Ph700pdpo2
interspersed with large lot single family homes. This amendment




would change the character of the area. The proposed Low Density Residential land
use would also set a precedent for higher density single family development within the
area, and does not represent an orderly progression from developed arsas to the west
and northwest. The Autumn Chase Subdivision 1o the west of the property (Low
Density Residential land use and R-1A and R-1AAA zoning) was intended 1o serve as a
transition to the larger parcels of land fo the east,

LPAPEZ RECOMMENDATION

The Planning and Zoning Commission, following a public hearing on February 20, 2002,
recommended denial of the land use amendment from Suburban Estates o Low
Density Residential by a 4 to 3 vote. At that time, the P&Z also voted to recommend
that a Special Area Study be prepared for the Myrlle Street area.

Following a presentation of the preliminary findings of the study at its special meeting of
February 19, 2003, the P&Z recommended a "do nothing” oplion. Several members
expressed the desire to maintain the Suburban Estates land use designation in the
area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff also recommends denial, based on the preliminary resulis of the Special Ares
Study and the foliowing findings:

1. The proposal is inconsisient with established Suburban Estates land use and a rural-
like character of the area. Low density residential development of up to four
dweliing units per acre would change the character of the area from a rural-like
setting to one of 2 suburban character.

2. Hester Avenue and Myrtle Street are substandard rural roadways and can not
accommodate urban low densities unless roadways are brought up to County
standards for pavernent width, right of way width and stormwater needs. Priorto a
higher density single family development in the area, these roadways and Sanford
Avenue should be constructed to County roadway standards and a funding
mechanism should be established for roadway improvements.

2

The proposed Low Density Residential land use represents a precedent for higher
density single family development within the area, rather than an orderly progression
from developed areas to the west and northwest.

Attachments:

Future Land Use/Zoning Maps

Aerial of Site

Conservation Area Map

Executive Summary

Staft Analysis

Correspondence from the Public (from 2002}

Minutes of the BCC's public hearing of Aprit 9 and September 24, 2002
Minutes of the LPA/P&Z public hearing of February 20, 2002
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Applicant:
Fhysical 8TH:

Gross Acres;
Existing Use:

Special Notes:

Sie - Municipality
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The presence of any wetlands and/or flocd-prone areas is

determined on a site by site basis. Boundary adjusiments
may be made based upon more definitive on-site information

obtained during the development review process.

“Watland information, based on Natlonal Wetland Inventory Maps, provided by SJRWHED.
Froodprone sres Information, based on Flood Insurance Rate Maps, provided by FERA.
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APPLICANT

Suburban Estates to Low Density B

Amendment
D28 FLUO3

esidential

Ann Esterson and Henry Schumacher

PLAN AMENDMENT | Suburban Bstates o Low Density Residential
REZONING Not requesting rezoning at this time

APPROXIMATE 60+ acres represented in two pleces of property
GROSS ACRES

LOCATION East of Hester Avenue, property both north and south of

Myrtle Street.

SPECIAL ISSUES

The site is within an area of rural-like character north of Lake
Jesup in the Urban Area. Water and Sewer are available
wast of the properties at Hester Avenue and Myrtle Strest.
Roadways serving the property are rural roads that are
substandard in width for urban densities.

STAFF
RECOMMENDATION

#5 — |

Planning Staff recommends denial of the Low Density
Residential land use with the {ollowing findmngs:

1. The proposal is inconsistent with established Suburban
Estates land use and a rural-like character fo the area. Low
density residential development of up to four dwelling units
per acre would change the characler of the area from a rural-
like setling to one of a suburban character.

2. Hester Avenue and Myrile Street are substandard rural
roadways and can not accommeadate urban low densities
unless roadways are brought up to County standards for
pavement width, right of way width and stormwater needs.
Frior to higher density single family development in the areas,
these roadways and Sanford Avenue should be constructed
to County roadway standards and a funding mechanism
should be established for roadway improvements.

3. The proposed Low Density Residential land use
represents a precedent for higher density single family
development within the area, rather than an orderly
progression from developed areas 1o the west and
northwest.




Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential %ﬁg;ﬁf&‘ég‘

1. Property Ownerls): Ann Esterson and Henry Schumacher

2. Tax Parcel Number(s): 23-20-30-5A0-0000-0540, 0830, 0910, 23-20-30-300-0180-
0000

3. Applicant’'s Statement: The Applicant is reguesting an amendment 1o the
Semincle County Comprehensive Plan, known as Vision 2020, to change the land use on
60+ acres on two pleces of property from Suburban Estates (SE) to Low Density
Residential (LDR).  The two parcels are diagonally across from each other on Myrile
Street. The applicant is not requesting a rezoning of the property at this time. The LDR
tand use category allows up to four dwelling units per net buildable acre that could yield
over 220 single family residential lots on these two sites. There are currently water and
sewer lines fo the west at the intersection of Hester Avenue and Myrtle Street serving the
Autumn Chase development. Roadways, such as Hester Avenue and Myrlle Street are
substandard in width.

The applicant states on the submitted application: “the proposed land use change would
enhance the already favorable economic conditions by providing adequate housing in a
cornvenient location”.

4. Development Trends: The area consists of primarily large acre agriculiural fracts
interspersed with homes on large lots greater than one acre used as rancheties or estate
homes. Recent homes buillt in the area on large lots have been in keeping with the rural-
tike character of the area. There are aclive agricultural endeavors in the immediate area.
To the immediate west of the eastern parcel is a horse stable with a lighted area for night
riding.

The Autumn Chase subdivision is developing to the west of the property. This
development has a Low Density Residential land use and R-1A zoning with R-1AAA
zoning on the eastem perimeter of the entire subdivision. The R-1AAA Zoning was
implemented as a transitional use between the R-1A properties in Auturmn Chase and the
larger parcels east of the subdivision.




1. EXISTING AND PERMITTED USES:

Western Parcel

Location | Future Land Use” Zoning”® Existing Use

Site Suburban Estateg A-1 Vacant/Pasture/Wooded
langd

North Suburban EBsigtes At Large ot homes/wooded
land

South Suburban Estates A= Large iot homes/wooded
land

East Suburban Estates A-1 Agricuttural
uses/storageftarge lot
homes

West” Suburban Estates Al Pasture/large lot homes/
horse stables with night
lighting

* i should be noted that to the west, at Hester Avenue is R-1A and R-TAAA
zoning in the Autumn Chase subdivision.

Eastern Parcel

Location | Future Land Use® Zoning” Existing Use

Site Suburban Estates A1 YVacant/Pasturefwooded
land

North Suburban Estates A1 Woaoded vacant land

South Suburban Estates A1 Scattered large iof homes/
Agricuttural Uses

East Suburban Estates A=t Pasture/agriculiural
Uses

West Suburban Estates A1 Large ot homes/wooded
Vacant lands

* See enclosed future land use and zoning maps for more details,




2.

PLAN PROGRAMS - Plan policles address the continuance, expansion and initiation

of new government service and facility programs, including, but not limited to, capital
facility construction. Each application for a land use designation amendment will inciude a
description and evaluation of any Plan programs (such as the effect on the timing/financing
of these programs) that will be affected by the amendment if approved.

Surmmary of Program Impacis:

A

Traffic Circulation - Consistency with Future Land Use Elament:
in terms of alf development proposals, the County shall impose a linkage between
the Future Land Use Element, Design Element and the Transportation Element and
all land development activities shall be consistent with the adopted Fulure Land
Use Element and adopted Design Element. (Transporiation Element Policy 2.1)

Myrtle Street and Hester Avenue are substandard sfreels in roadway pavement,
roadway width and storm drainage. The future developer would be responsible for
bringing these roadways up to County standards.

As part of the review of development applications on surrounding residential
neighborhoods (particularly cut-through iraffic impacts) and, as may be required,
conditions for approval which will mitigate the potential Impacts of the proposed
development on surrounding neighborhoods. (Transportation Element Policy 10.3}

This policy relates to the protection of existing residential development from the
impacts of development of a more intensive nature. Because the proposed land
use amendment reoresents a more intensive residential use than neighboring
homes, its potential traffic will be greater and can impact the guality of iife (roadway
traffic, noise, safety of trafiic) of the existing residents.

Water and Sewer Service ~ Adonted Potable Water and Sanltary Sewer
Service Arez Maps:

Figure 11.1 and Figure 14.1 display the water and sewer service arsa maps for
Seminole County. The subiject properties are within the Seminole County water and
sewer service areas.

County water and sewer lines run along Hester Avenue fo serve the Autumn Chase
development. Concern is raised that the proposed development represents an
intrusion of higher density single family development and that development of the
property will require costly utility line extensions due to development not being
contiguous at this time along Myrtle Streel. The placement of water and sewer lines




3.

may result in opening up additional lands o potential development greater than one
dwelling unit per acre and accelerate land use changes and development affecting
the rural-like character of the land.

Both Potable Water Policy 11.4.5 and Sanitary Sewer Policy 14.4.4 require that 'new
development fund the cost of extending water/sanitary sewer lines to serve thelr
development”.  Should future development cccur at urban densities greater than
one dwelling unit per acre, urban services, such as polable water and sanitary sewer
should be required prior to individual tracts undergoing development,

Public Safety — Adopted Level of Service: The County shall maintain
adopted levels of service for fire protection and rescue..as an average
response time of five minutes (Public Safety Policy 12.2.2)

The subject properties are served by the Seminole County EMSE/ire Rescue

Five Points Fire Station (Station #35). Response time to the sites is less than 5
minutes, which meets the County’'s average response time standard.

REGULATIONS - The policies of the Plan also contain general regulatory guidelines

and requirements for managing growth and protecting the environment. These guidelines
will be used fo evaluate the overall consistency of the land use amendment with the
Comprehensive Plan, but are not applied in detail at this stage.

A

Preliminary Development Orders: Capacity Determination: For preliminary
development orders and for final development orders under which no development
activity impacting public facilities may ensue, the capacity of Calegory | and
Category Il public facilities shall be determined as follows.. .No rights fo obtain
final development orders under permits, nor any other rights to develop the subject
property shalf be deemed fto have been granted or implied by the County’s
approval of the development order without a determination having previously been
made thal the capacity of public facilities will be available in accordance with law
(implementation Policy 1.2.3).

Should ulitity lines be extended from Hester Avenue, drainage facilities constructed
and roadways, i.e., Myrile Street and Hester Avenue brought up to standards, then
there would be adecuate facilities to serve the subject properties at densities
greater than one dwelling unit per acre. The Myrtle Street Special Area Study will
review needed facilities fo support varying single family development densities and
provide estimated costs of these facilities.

Flood Plain and Wetlands Areas - Flood Plain Protection and Wetlands
Protection: The County shall implement the Conservation land use designation
through the regulation of development consistent with the Flood Frone (FP-1)
and Wetlands (W-1) Overlay Zoning classifications... (Fulure Land Use Folicies
1.1, 1.2, 1.3).




Wetlands are estimated to be approximately 15 percent of each of the two
properties. Development of the property will require wetlands to be delineated and
field verified by staff from the St Johns River Waler Management District,
Mitigation plans {as required by Conservation Policy 7.9) will be required for any
oroposed wetland impacts. Upland buffers will be required around wetlands, not
less than 15 feet and averaging 25 feet. i should be noted that lands within the
Lake Jesup Drainage Basin have been designated by the St Johns River Water
Management District as a basin of "special status” which is reflected in the
direction given in Conservation Policy 3.4 advising revisions fo the Land
Development Code for protection of wetlands in this basin.

Protection of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife: The County shall
continue fo require, as part of the Development Review Process, that prior fo
development approval, proposed development to coordinate with all appropriate
agencies and comply with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Florida Fish
and Wildlife Conservation Commission Rules as well as other applicable Federal
and State Laws regarding protection of endangered and threafened wildiife.
(Conservation Policy 3.13)

Prior to submission of any future final engineering plans for future development
within the subject area, a survey of threatensed and endangered and special
concern will be required to determine the presence of any endangered or
threatened wildlife. if any listed species are found to be potentially impacted by any
oroposed development, permits from the appropriate agencies will be required.

4. DEVELOPMENT POLICIES — Additional oriteria and standards are also included in the

Plan that describe when, where and how development is o occur.

Plan development

policies will be used fo svaluate the appropriateness of the use, intensily, location and
timing of the proposed amendment.

Compatibility: When the County's Future Land Use Map (FLUM} was
developed in 1987, land use compatibility issues were evaluated and ultimately
defined through a community meeting/hearing process that involved substantial
nublic comment and input. When amendments are proposed to the FLUM,
however, staff makes an initial evalustion of compatibility |, prior to public input
and comment, based upon a set of professional standards that include, but are
not limited 1o criteria such as:  (a) long standing community development
patterns; {b) previous policy direction from the Board of County Commissioners;
(¢} other planning principles articulated in the Semincle County Comprehensive
Plan , known as Vision 2020, (e.g., appropriate fransitioning of land uses,
protection of neighborhoods, protection of the environment, protection of private
property, no creation of new strip commercial develepments through plan
amendmenis, etc.)




1.

Transitional Land Uses:  The County shall evaluate Plan amendments fo
ensure that transitional fand uses are provided as a buffer between residential and
non-residential uses, between varying intensities of residential.. Exhibit Future Land
Use: Appropriate Transitional Land Uses fs to be used in determining appropriate
transitional uses.

The table indicates that Low Density Residential land uses are compatible adjacent
to Suburban Estates land uses. Also the definifion of Suburban Estates indicates
that this land use can act as a transitional use between urban development and
general rural uses. However, the need to provide a transitional land use is not an
issue in this land use amendment petition. The concern is that the establishment of
the Low Density Residential land use is premature in that there has not been a
logical progression of the development of low density land uses east of Hester
Avenue. Also the established uses are more rural-like in nature with scattered large
ot homes/estates or ranchettes and long-standing agricultural uses coupled with
roadways and drainage faciliies that are substandard fo accommodate higher
density single family development.

Consistency with Future Land Use Element: Definifion of Suburban Estales
from the Future Land Use Element... This land use is established fo allow the
development of large lot single family estates as a desired final land use; act as a
transitional use between urban development and general rural uses; and fo allow
existing agricuftural operations fo continue until developed for other uses.

The definition of Suburban Estates emphasizes that this land use category is not a
holding category awaiting urbanization but one that allows for the “development of
large lot single family estates as a desired final fand use”.

B. Concurrency Review - Application to New Development: For purposes of
approving new development subsequent fo adoption of this Comprehensive
Plan, all adopted public safety level of service standards and schedules of
capital improvements.. shall be applied and evaluated.. consistent with policies
of the implementation Element.. (Capital Improvements Policy 3.2}

This policy provides for the adoption of level of service (LOS) standards for
public facilities and requires that final development orders be issued If public
faciliies meeting the adopted LOS are available or will be available concurrent
with the development. Additionally, preliminary development orders shall only
be issued with the condition that no rights to obtain final development orders or
development permits, nor any other rights 1o develop the subject property are
granted or implied by the County’'s approval of the preliminary development
order.

5. COORDINATION — Each application for a land use designation amendment will be
evaluated 1o assess how and fo what extent any addifional intergovernmental
coordination activities shouild be addressed,




Pian Coordination: The County shall continue o coordinate ils comprehensive
planning activities with the plans and programs of the School Board, major
utilities, quasi-public agencies and other local governments providing services
but not having regulatory autherity over the use of land (Infergovernmental
Coordination Policy 8.2.12). Semincle  County shall coordinate  its
comprehensive planning activities with the plans and programs of regional,
State and Federal agencies .. .as the County is now a charter County
(Intergovernmental Coordination Policy 8.3.3)

PLAN AMENDMENT: Recommend denial of a Low Density Residential land use

with the following findings:

. The proposal is inconsistent with established Suburban Estates land use and a
rural-like character of the area. Low density residential development of up to
four dwelling units per acre would change the character of the area from a rural-
like setting to one of a suburban character,

. Hester Avenue and Myrtle Street are substandard rural roadways and can not
accommodate urban low densities unless roadways are brought up to County
standards for pavement width, right of way width and stormwater needs. Prior to
a higher density single family development in the area, these roadways and
Sanford Avenue should be constructed to County roadway standards and a
funding mechanism should be established for roadway improvements.

. The proposed Low Density Residential land use represenis a precedent for
higher density single family development within the area, rather than an orderly
progression from developed areas to the west and northwest.




Nancy Baillargeon Ta: Kathy FalliSeminole@Seminole, Tony Walter/Semincle@Senminoie

008 05 5T P A
2002 0257 PM Subject myrtle street special arsa study

Nancy Ballargeon
Seminole County Planning Division
1101 Fﬂ.vl =s Slweu 2nd Floor

ar wwsermnoie.z“

vinole on 09

Fryerauto@achcom To: plandesk@eo.semineleflus

09/08/2002 10:58 PM ce
Subject: myrtie street special area study




Nancy Baillargeon

0G/0G/200Z G2:56 PM

Nancy Baillargesn
Semincle County Planning Division
1104 Easl 1st Streat, Znad Floor
407-685-7371

nbaillerco. seminole fLus

————— Forwarded
Utrd0idaol.com To:
MG A [ ooy
0G/08/2002 05:45 AM -
Subject

To:
Tolon
Subject:

oy Nanoy Baliargeon/Seminoia on (%/0G2002 03:00 PR

Kathy

myrile st.sludy.

plandesk@co seminole.fl.us

myriie st study.

EalliSeminole@Seminote, Tony Walter/Seminole@Saminole

osurt. 1,4 like to

rUNnInG



Nancy Beaillargaon Tor Kalthy FalliSeminolefiSeminole,
[oton

\Gi(GR002 02:56 P : St

Quilgrz 56 B Subject: Myrtie St special study area

Nancy Balllargeon
Seminole County Planning Division

1401 East 1st Sireet, 2nd Floor

407 - ubo /" i

ninole. ffus
y Nancy Bailla

n 08052002 02

On/Seminois o

“Nancy Mankins” To: <plandesk@co.seminoie.f
<nancy_mankins@otm col
orge Subject; Myrtie St special study area

I can't be at this next P’WEC"I”Q but | did think about one other issue that
meeting. Our eleciricity aut here goes off quite often.
and micf’owavc

area | really believe this problem wilf need o be addressed.
Thanks,

Nancy M a’mm%

405 Myrtle 5

[ didn
This usually just affects resetting the clocks,
ic esn't stay off long, but isn't very good for our appliances. With more growth in this

Tony Walter/Seminoia@ Seminole

't hear mentioned at the last
siove,



el

07

RECEIV

[ ——]

ok

crp 1§ 2

- - Ed , -

( 5 L -, - i , .
S . : PR U N ST R Ot s B B
RIS < TV N P VAR N e LV

A

Y ; | Q f«mﬁﬂ-/* ‘“ 7 ) &
o ' ; e Y
Fns Nspnd . A Ch

L

f'};l’/"- sz/ R
p / .
\
. o}
L

P \“:Af Q\ u;/ T g AR

AL Tkﬁ&»ﬁ; \’;_) AT
N > ~ xf T . N
j Cf J L ;\4 C:;\E, - \\!/\ oy A [’ {./ C L o ,g& \‘ L’ “’ '*\‘ L g K‘!T:-,‘

£y L &) 4
LR en L 6t

o e

.:-:: Cé?l:’-@,f T TC:"@YJ
/’ /'. [ “.. e e,
J@'Df;iy L/\/LL’H\J—{ )y
P ijwj s - 5:; v
’\‘-‘Nfﬁx/ f// \

-

~ an Q P ;/*\m T T 7 AL ALy

(T tx@

=
o7

S A < (} \
f\ Z/"%JD i LJJ b - "”’R / WN\*A /u,}«’?:‘ el A AT

S
/ . T /'Li_ ?’)C)z -
/ /’ \ K ‘ ) 3 ] 'i - / w,é/?\.} ﬁL
» \ ) * 4y

[ .
N, e Ea—
TES T e S R S
LA~ o = T
. ©. N _,_‘f\ifﬁ.\f g
. ‘_"\ - { I N ‘=’L,/ &r_f‘xsh/ - Y s e
. P

N Rl

S e et D /‘{”H fu FO 9\ /;“i (‘3’.“_,/‘ ,n’fl
/A.)&_ Q \ﬁ‘ /e i /Z & \ \“‘*'"F(g)/g, !V’ 1/\/ Vﬂ “LL‘.'_\. "N V;T‘- %t‘?h-rw

|-~ i ¥

i ) T ol Vil AL

/Z

Avadny o CroBITS gy

‘\‘:7/: Lg,u S J fJ €L



Nancy Haillargeon To: Tony Waller/Semincie@Seminole, Kathy FailiSeminole@Seminole
oo
NGOG 2002 02153 PM

Subject: Myrtle St special study area

Division
Foor

.oniSeminels on 09/09/2002 02:57 PM

“Nancy Mankins”
<nancy_mankins@nim

To: <plandesk@co.seminole fl.us=
oo

.orge Subject: Myrile St special sludy area
09/05/2002 0331 FPM

{ can't be at this next meeting, b

but | did think ahout one ofher issue that | didn't hear Wertored att
eeling. Our ejectricit

he iast
vy out here goes off quite ofien. This usually just affects resetting the clocks, stove,
and microwave. L doesn't stay off long, but isn't ver/ good for our appliances. With more growih in this
arga | really beli

ove this problem will need 1o be a dressed.

Thanks,
Mancy Mankins
405 Myrtie St



Annette Hatch To: Kevin Grace/Seminole@Seminole, Robert Frank/Semincle@Seminole,
) Sally Sherman/Seminole@Seminale, Don
04/08/02 06:06 AM Fisher/Seminole@Seminole, Malt West/Seminole@Seminele,
Amanda Smith/Semincls@ Seminole, Alice
GHmartin/Seminole@Seminole
oo:
Subject: proposed Lake Jesup Woods

Annette M. Halch, Executive Assistant to
Commissioner Daryl G. MclLain, District 5
Seminole County Board of County Commissioners
1101 East First Strest, Sanford, FL 32771
407-B65-7209 FAX 407-655-7858
shatchi@co.seminale flus

"Dl Driskel” To: <ahatch@coo.seminole flus>, <dmerki@co.seminole fLus>,
=ddriskel@cfler.com> <deswine@co.seminote. flus>, <istabler@co.seminole fLus>,
BAIT/2007 07968 A <gwalter@eo.semincle fl.us>

#ioh
Subject: proposed Lake Jesup Woods

P am a resident of Autumn Chase at the corner of Hester and Myrile directly next to the proposed
development for Lake Jesup Woods, Unfortunately, | am unable to attend the meeling tonight due o
family obligations. However, | have been to all the other mestings in which this subject has been
discussed. Although T will net be able to be at tonight's meeting, | wanted to make my views known o the
members of the Board, | am QPPOSED to the change in zoning o this area. The developer has blatantly
ignored the Board's previcus recommendations of having the proper testing done to determing the exact
amaount of wetlands and planning for a PUD. My backyard, which butts up to the proposed area, is
axtremely wel. The drainage in the ares is awful. There is valuable wildlife in these woods., Where would
they go? This i a relatively gulet. rural-type community. We moved here for this type of environment, not
to have it destroyed, The roads in this area are not equipped io handle the amount of traffic currently
using them, much less the addition that the amount of vehicles the proposed changes would bring with
residents, work vehicles and busses. The area schools are already overcrowded with no plans for
expansion. Although | would love to have no develooment of this land, | know that is unrealistic, So in lieu
of that, | fesl that the current zoning of oneg dwelling per acre would provide the teast disruption to the land
and still provide the developer with sufficient profit. | also feel that it should be a PUD as previously
recommended o preserve the integrity of the land and surrounding community. There should also be a
sufficient huffer of wooded area kept between the new development and the existing Autumn Chase
development. sincersly hope you will fake info consideration the views of mysell and the other residants
inn this area who are fighting for our community and will be the ones who will have o live with your
decisiont



Annetis Hatch To: Dianne Eswine/Seminole@Seminole, Diane
, ) Markt/Seminole@Seminole, Lois Stabler/Seminole@Seminole,

U4/09/02 0802 AM Gretchen Walker/Semincie@ Seminole, Kevin
Grace/Seminole@Seminole, Robert Frank/Seminole@Semincle, Sally
Sherman/Seminole@Saeminole, Don Fisher/Seminole@Seminole, Malt
WestSemincle@Seminole, Amanda Smith/Seminole@Serminole,
Alice Gilmadin/Seminole@Saminole

cot
Subject: Agenda ltems #68 and #73

annette M. Haich, Executive Assistant o
Commissionar Daryl G. Molain, District b
Seminole County Board of County Commissionars
1101 East First Street, Sanford, FL 32771
A07-665-7209 FAx 407-665-7958
anatch@eo.seminole flus

wwwww Forwarded by Anngtie Hatoh/Seminole on GA768/2002 08:05 AM -

Lakowhippets@aolco To: shetchi@eoo.seminote flus
m cer asmith@eo.seminole flus

04/08/2002 015 PM Sublect: Agendsa Hems #68 and #73

Commissionear McLaln,

b am writting you in reference to the Tuesday Board meeting agenda ftems #68 and #73.
Seedulad for GPM on Aprit 9th.

| have lived in Seminole County for 45 of my 50 years, It saddens me greally to see all of our
Rural areas slowly being coverad in housing projects. How are our roads and schools going to support this
arowth? What about our wildiife? Will we have any left in this county when all the building is done?

I reside at 570 Myrile St Sanford 32773, As a Homeowner | am asking you to deny a
change from Suburban Estates to Low Density Housing on Myrtle St

P moved to this rural location 10 vears ago hoping to enjoy Country living. P have survived a
Tornado and have chosan o rebuild on the same property. | believe this type of Development would be
more devastating than the Tornado was,

Sincerely, Mary Beth Laks



Annetfte Hateh To: Dianne Eswine/Seminole@Seminole, Diane
04/00/02 08:01 AM Merkt/Saminale@Saminole, Lois Stabler/Seminole@Seminole,

S B : Greichen Walker/Seminole@Sermincle, Kevin
Grace/Seminola@Seminole, Robert Frank/Semincle@Semincle, Sally
Shermar/Saminole@Seaminofe, Don Fisher/Seminole@Seminole, Matt
West/Semincle@Saminole, Amanda Smith/Semincle@Seminols,
Alice Gilmartin/Seminole@Seminole

cC!
Subject: Esterson Property on Myrtie

Annette M. Hatch, Executive Assistant to
Commissioner Daryt G. Mclain, District 5
Seminole County Board of County Commissionsrs
1101 East First Street, Sanford, FL 32771
AG7-B65-7209 FAX 407-665-7958
ahatch@co.seminole fl.us

««««« Forwarded by Annetie Haich/Seminole on 04/08/2002 08:03 AM -
"Lanzon, Kathy™ To: "ahatch@co.semincle flus™ <ghatch@co.seminoie fus>
<Klanzon@wm.ooms [

OAGGII00T D435 PM Subject: Esterson Property on Myrile

Mr, MclLain:

My husband and I bought property on North Carcolina Run § yvears ago and bullt
our dream home just a little over a year ago. You may remember us, we had a
huge issue with getting our building permit because of the wailroad crossing
ar the end of Bedfcrd. We have both worked in the Waste Industryy all of our
lives and helped Ceorge CGeletko when he asked with neighborhcod campaigns
for yeu.

Now, we are faced with the fact that the land arcund us may be developed
into subdivisions. I understand that yvou use to live oub near us and am
sure that veu understand the concern that we have. Most of the folks that
live in our area moved there to live in the country. Many of them have
horses or chickens or pigs. It's already difficult for the people that have
horses £o vide them now because of the increased traffic in the area. We
have had three subdivisions built arcund usg over the last several years.
Tt's bad enough that those are there please don't bring cne right in the
center of our community. This new subdivision would be right at the Lhack of

Ty property. How will T keep the children off of my property? I can't

afford to fence in 5 acres. Will I be liable 1§ they come on toe my property

and get hurt or bitten by somethiag?

T understand that this property is already =zoned for 1 home per acre. Isn't
it 3

Whe will it benefit? Not the
£ us plan on leaving cur land and
me, that's not something that
are long term residenis, they
gavings in this home and I'm
] behind me is goling to do
ng my property value down. I planned on this being a good

2]l the hasglies we

that encugh? Why do we need to change
folks that already live out there. Most
homes in our families for generations to
happens with homes in a subdivision. We
ustally are not. We have invested our 1i
sure you know that having a subdivision
nothing but bri
investment, otherwise I would have never gone through
went through to build this home.
i'm appealing to vou Lo keep in mind the best interest of the residents in
that area. There ig no way that iz could be a posgitive change for any of
us. The only onss that benefit from this are the Estersons and the

per. The Estersons can still sell that property for other use and
v from it (it just wouldn't be as large of a benefit).




ve declded not to speak at the meeting on Tuesday but wanted to be sure
£ my opinion was heard as well.
nk vou for your time,

hy Lanzon

?.5. T alsc wanted to bring to your attention that the last hearing we
attended we were told that there would be a small area study done by staif.
Doesn't that normally include the residents cf the community? To our
knowledge this has not been done. Also, why would this issue and the Lake
Jessup Woods issue not be scheduled together al the hearing tomorrow night.
These two issuss effect all of the same residents and shouid be hesard
contiguously.



Hediinaxproessbe@aol. To: plandesk@co.seminole.flus

com o
Subfect: fand use amend # 028 FLUQS

02/12/2002 04:553 PM

| STRONGLEY object to a change of land use o low density residential. Most of us live in this area o gat
away from this type of crowdsed neighborhocods, Furthermore, the eastern site backs Up o natural woods
and a stream that flows along the back property line. Thaese woods and stream are used as a baseas of life
for many animal species. it's tima to puf a stop 1o the destruction of their habitat, There are enough
crowded neighbors in central florida, Bullding one here would destroy the quality of fife for both existing
residence and animals alike,

Signed,
fruce Chaney
4560 Bediord Road
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LARGE SCALFE AMENDMENT/Fsterson/Schimacher

()

as two btracks of land,

1200 fo. mast of MNolan Road and the

of Nolan Road, as descr

Cerson/Schumacher.

rool of

continued to the 2003 Spring

Mo one spoke in sapport or opposition.

Motion by Commisszion YVan

& Lo the 2003 Che
whment from Suburban Estates to Low

Density Resli ial Land Use; preoparty described as two tracks

Nolan Road

of land, one nortn of Myritle

west of Nolan Road, as

sLerson/Schumacher.

CELERY AVE. CORRIDOR AREA ADMINISTRATIVE LARGE
SCALE LAND USE AMENDMENT/Seminole County

Froof of publication, as shown on pags , calling for

O consider Cel

.
bl

Administrative Large from Suburban

Estates to Low Density

640 located on the north and £
Avenue, Seminole County, recsived and filed.

30



APRIL 8, 2002

Upon inguiry by Chairman McLain, Mr. Flsher advised what

to the small area

his recommendation woulid be as 1t relabes

study affecting this land use change.

lct Commissioner McLain asked for a motion in support
cf the staff recommendation.

Motion by Comnissioner Morris, szconded by Commissioner

the sta recommendation Lo transmit the land

Henley, to support

Amernt

rom Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential;

lescribed as Lake Jesup Woods located on the south side

and west of Hester Avenue; as described in the

with commitments made by &

srool of publi

ation, Hugh

applicant  tonight and the comments by the Planning Manager
s = & o o

relative ta bthe Small Area Study.

Dist

i1}
%)

ricts 1, , 3, 4, and 5 wvoted AYE.

Rt

LAND USE AMENDMENT
ESTERSON/ SCHUMACHEER

Froot ~ation, as shown on page 2131, g

b}

Amendment

> public hearving to consider a Large Scale Land

~

from Suburbanl Estates to Low Density Resident

described as two trackts of land, one north of Myrtle

1200 feet east of Nolan Road and the second,

of Myrtle Street and west of Nolan Road, Esterson/Schun
received and filed.
Allece Gilmartin, Planning, addressed the Board to state she

o amend the staff recommendation to consider

i
|-
e
[

wonld

continuling  this untll aefter the BSmall Area 3Study is

complated,.

Mr. West stated at no additicnal ccost to the applicant,

would brin this itew back, possibly during the fall

cycle, and this item would he considered in conjuncticn with the

Smail Area Stuady.
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APRIL 2, 2002

Upon inguiry by Chairman Mchain, Mr. Harling stated

oL

applicant wounld like to move forward and he explained why.

Chairman McLain rece the meeting at 7:20 p.m. and
reconvenad at 7:30 p.m.
Mr. Harling stated he met with his clients and they are

willing £o request a continuance Lo the next amendment cycle of

the Comprehensive = el They are looking forward to working

the sta and community on a sma area study daring that
pericd.

Chairman Mclhain asked for those who indics

=d they wish to

Small

speak te address whether they agree Rrea Study
and  continuance or noi. He recommended a motion f[or the

continuance and staff is to conduct a Small Area Study.

Motion b Commissioner Van Der Weide, seconded Iy
Y Y

Commissioner Morris, Lo conbinue conside

to Low Densi

Seale Land Hse Amendment from Suburl

Residentia

v described as two cts of land, one north

of Nolan Road and

approximately 1200 feet ea

=

the second, south of Myrtle Sireet and west of Nolan Road; as

proot of

publicaftion, Esterscn/Schumacher, to

allow staff to conduct a Swmall Area S

Commissioner

continuance 1z for rcels 1 oand 3 of the

Smail Area 3tudy is being conducted.
Upon  inguiry by Chalrman McLain the following persons

stated fthey agree to the continuance: Catherine Times; Ann

wic [Esterscn;  Nancy Jasm

5.0, Simons.

RBaker; TLinda Short:

=
o
Lo
Yt
o
]

Fisher advised how community  me

concducted and noticed.

49 VL YALLELS



APRIL 9, 2002

Chailrman Mclain recomne holding the meetings the

Agricultural Center at Flve Points cn Highway 17-92

No one alse spoke in support or ln cpposltion.

and Written Comment Forms weare recelved and
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PLAN AMENDMENT AND TEXT AMENDMENT
YANEEE LARE PROPERTY

a public hearing from ¥

Comprehensive Flan

and associated - Co e} screation and

Element of Vi

in the proct of

publicat , @ shown On page gipn

sard Lo stats The

Shadrix, Planner, addressed the

e gubmnitted Lo

amendment language was revised and copies w

At

the Board to

acidy

the amended language is that goes with Yankee

o (copy

rhe revision to the policy.

of the Sier

“eith Sc

in favor of the land

Group, addressed the Board

rwoy letters to Lhe Record {rec

han nge. Hi

Lands Transfer and

3] He

srvation of

&5 an  enhanceman

ano

Slugge

“the County

preservation  and

a fature tand
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SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES BUILDING
ROOM 1028
February 20, 2002 — 7:00 P.M.

MINUTES

Board Present:

Ben Tucker, Chairman

Tom Mahoney, Vice Chairman
Don Nicholas

Beth Hattaway

Alan Peltz

Dick Harris

Paul Tremel

Stalf Present:

Matt West, Planning Division

Cindy Matheny, Planning Division
Armanda Smith, Planning Division

Alice Gilmartin, Planning Division

Dick Bover, Planning Division

Cralg Shadrix, Planning Division

Tony Matthews, Planning Division

Karen Consalo, Assistant County Attorney
I. CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Tucker convened the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
il ROLL CALL

Quorum was established.

111, ACCEPTANCE OF PROOF OF PUBLICATION

Motion by Commissioner Peltz to accept proof of publication. Second by
Commissioner Mahoney.

Motion passed unanimously., (7-0)

Local Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Commission 1
Fabruary 20, 2002
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the ground water table. We would accomplish that in such a manner that we are able to
not fill around the free cover and the tree canopy and the large trees that are located I
this area because if you do fill around them, you kili them. That is our engineering
solution to what many people feel is going to be another Autumn Chase. It is our intent
to engineer it in such a way to allow the tree canopy to stay.

He requested Board approval for this request.

Commissioner Treme! pointed out that Auvtumn Chase was another “line in
the sand”. There wasin't going to be any development to the west of that.
He has not heard anything tonight to change the Board's decision from
August. This is just not an appropriate reguest.

Commissioner Harris said that there is no reason that at one acre a very high
value development can’t be done on this property. It can be done very
profitably and very environmentally friendly. This is a prime plece of
property for a high end, very high quality development that could save the
trees, provide minimal impact to area in terms of runoff, number of homes ,
impact on roads, schools and all of those things and be done very profitably.
After looking at Avtumn Chase, he is sorry that he supported it.

Motion by Commissioner Tremel to deny the Large Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment from Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential. Second by
Commissioner Harris.

Commissioner Mahoney said that while it is possible from an engineering
prospective to use underdrains and perhaps artfully use a PUD to cluster, it
doesn’t get past the first step which is density and the density set by the land
use and the land use says 1/du per acre. The reason to support the motion
to deny is strictly a compatibility issue. It is not compatible to have 22 or 3
units per acre when the appropriate use in this case is 1/du per acre and it
should stay that way.

Motion to deny this request for the Large Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment passed unanimously. (7-0)

Motion by Commissioner Mahoney to deny the rezoning from Agriculture (A-
1} to Single-Family Residential (R~-1AA). Second by Commissioner Peltz.

Motion to deny the rezoning request passed unanimously (7-0)

O ESTERSON & SCHUMACHER (LSLUA); APPROXIMATELY 60 ACRES MORE
OR LESS [ARGE SCALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FROM
SE(SUBURBAN ESTATES) TO LDR (LOW DENSITY ESIDENTIAL), (1) NORTH
OF MYRTLE STREET, APPROXIMATELY 12007 FAST OF NOLAN ROAD; (2)
SOUTH OF MYRTLE STREET & WEST OF NOLAN ROAD.

COMMISSTONER MCLAIN - DISTRICT #5 ALICE GILMARTIN

The request is for a change in land use from Suburban Estates to Low Density
Residential. It is not accompanied with a rezoning request,

Local Planning Agancy/Planning & Zoning Commission 17
Fehbruary 20, 2002
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The request is considered inconsistent with the established rural-like character of the
area north of Lake Jesup. The area east of Hester Avenue consists of primarily large
acre agricultural fracts interspersed with large lots, typically greater than one acre, with
estate homes or ranchettes. Current homeowners in the vicinity settled in this rurakike
area for its character and assumed assurance that the area would continue to be
developed with large lot intensities or the continuance of agricultural uses. To atlow
residential development at a density up to four dwelling units per acre would change
the character of the area. The proposed Low Density Residential land aiso represents a
precedent for leap frog development within the area, rather than an orderly prograssion
from developed areas to the west and northwest. The Autumn Chase Subdivision to the
west of the property has a Low Density Residential Land Use and R-JA and R-IAAA
zoning categories. Autumn Chase Subdivision was approved with two zoning categories
to facilitate a transition to the larger parcels to the east.

The site is within an area of rural character north of Lake Jesup in the Urban Area.
Water and Sewer are available west of the properties at Hester Avenue and Myrtle
Street. Roadways serving the property are rural roads that are substandard in width for
urban densities.

Planning Staff recommends denial of the Low Density Residential land use with the
following findings:

1. The proposal is inconsistent with established Suburban Estates land use and a rurai-
like character to the area incorporating active agricultural uses intermixed with large
lot single family homes/estates or ranchettes. Low density residential development
of up to four dwelling units per acre would change the character of the area from a
rural-tike setting to one of a suburban character.

2. Hester Avenue and Myrtle Street are substandard rural roadways and can not
accommodate urban low densities unless roadways are brought up to County
standards for pavement width, right of way width and stormwater needs.

3. The proposed Low Density Residential land use represents a precedent for leap frog
development within the area, rather than an crderly progression from developed
areas to the west and northwest,

4. Current homeowners in the vicinity settled in the rural-like area for its character
(uses and lot sizes allowed under the Suburban Estates land use) and assumed
assurance of the current intensity of development to continue. Recent development
sast of Autumn Chase has been to homes on large lots, as in estate homes or
ranchettes.

Should the LPA/P&Z or the BCC consider approving this petition for Low Density
Residential Development, policy direction is needed on whether it is percelved that this
area is ripe for conversion to Low Density Residential and how extensive, how
substandard roadways will be brought up to standards to accommodate urban low
densities, and protection of homes where the rural-like character is the desired lifestyle
of the homeowners.

Local Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Commission 18
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Hugh Harling, representing the applicant, said there are some significant differences to
these parcels. The wetlands are easily identifiable as you can see by looking at the
aerial. The majority of this property has been in agricultural pursuits for the past 60-
100 vears and it is being brought forward today for residential inclusion into the area
that would allow urban services to come in and a slightly higher density. The applicant
is also willing to cap the density at 2.5 units per acre.

If you have a 1/3 acre lot in a well developed subdivision, it can have a rural character
if you provide rural character along the road systems that front it That would be the
intent in this development. It also can have a rural character with that density if you
can save existing vegetation and if you have a property that Is used agriculturally you
can plant significantly additional vegetation around those existing houses.

The level of service on Myrtle Street is very little traffic at this time. The County has
approved development on Orange Boulevard and NW Seminole County that also has
substandard roads. There are many developments that have been approved on roads
that are less than 24 in width and less than urban in nature. Those road systems get
improved on a piece meal basis. These two developments would be reguired to
improve the roads in front of them and bring them up to County code which is typically
done and then as additional development takes place along Hester Road, there would
he 3 widening of Hester Road that would take place at the same time.

Tt is very important from an efficient delivery of services and efficient delivery of
government to get a higher density than Suburban Estates. Suburban Estates in this
particular location are going to be on wells and sepfic tanks. The well water out here is
not drinkable and most of the people out there have spent significant money to treat
the water themselves In this particular location. The break-even analysis to provide
sewer service and water service in a particular area is usually 2.2-2.3 units per acre if
you want to come in and provide. We would provide a lift station and the County has
provided for additional capacity on 427. The County is putting some very large water in
and they are also putting T's in that come down Hester and increase the size of utilities
in that particular location. Those services are being provided and in order for that to be
a break-even type of system, you need a density that averages about 2.2 units per
acre.  We would ask that you consider these additicnal things in your discernment
tonight. From a capability standpoint, an almost a half acre lot in this particular location
with water and sewer service to it serves the public better and is a much better and is a
much more efficient use of the land than the Suburban Estates than presently exists
there.

Mr. and Mrs. Eric Estersen, the applicants, live at 1235 Myrtle Street, which is
contiguous to the two parcels being brought before the Board tonight. Ms. Esterson’s
family owned and farmed this property for over 60 years. AL the end of the 80s,
farming was no longer viable. We have maintained various agricultural operations for
the past 10 years but it has become increasingly evident that the need for agricutturat
production in Seminole County has disappeared while the demand for quality housing
has strongly increased. Therefore, at this time, we are reguesting a future land use
amendment, which would change some of our farm property from Suburban Estates o

Local Planning Agancy/Manning & Zoning Commission 19
Fehruary 20, 2002



726
ey
28
729
730
731
732
733
734

735
736
737
738
738
740
741
742
743
744

745
746

7
743
749
750
751
752
753
754
755
750
a7
758

759
760
761
762
763
764
785

Low Density Residential. We would stilt own property between these two parcels that
will rernain agricultural, Our fand use request is in compliance with the goals of the
future land use plan for Seminole County. As Seminole County continues o pursue
quality industrial and commercial businesses, we must alsc address the need for quality
housing for the employees of these businesses. Adequate and desirable housing is a
orime consideration for many businesses when they relocate or expand. Our proposed
land use change would enhance the already favorable economic conditions by providing
adequate housing in a convenient focation and that is one of the goals of the future
land use plan of Seminole County.

The majority of our property is cleared and has been farmed so there will be no impact
to any environmentally sensitive land. Removing the land from agricultural production
will end the use of pesticides and fertilizers that are inherent to a farming operation.
This discontinued use will add to the protection to the environment, which is another
goal of the future land use plan,

According to the Seminole County Future Land Use Plan, Low Density Residential land is
compatible with Suburban Estates and It states that it is compatible to be adjacent to
Suburban Estates development. A Low Density Residential land use would be
compatible with existing Suburban Estates and Low Density Residential uses in the
immediate area.

We want to ensure our neighbors that our intent is to maintain a neighborhood with a
nigh quality of life.

Mr. Simon was concerned about the flooding. Previous to the 1998 tornado that passed
through our property, there was a good size ditch that was maintained by the County
on the north side of Myrtle Street. There was a ditch on the north and the south side
that was maintained by the County. Since the tornado passed through and the FEMA
money was available, the ditch configuration changed from a drainage ditch to @
shallow swale. It used to go down and turn and go under Myrtle Street and drain down
that ditch that Mr. Harling stated he would maintain, The flooding problem that is north
of Myrtle is simply because the County is not maintaining it's ditches as it used to.

in the County’s road plan, the County will be paving Nolan Road, which connect Myrtle
Street to 427. So people in these two parcels will then have a choice of three entrances
and exits to these parcels. They can go out by the way of Hester or Nolan or Sanford
Avenue. So the traffic would be disbursed in three different directions.

Mr. Harling requested Board approval of this item.
Jack Rosier, 4850 Hester Avenue, is opposed to the request but did not speak.

L nis DeCirvan, 1581 Siik Tree Circle, is opposed to the request. Even though she lives
in Autumn Chase she doesn’t feel that Autumn Chase should have been developed but
we can’t make two wrongs equal a right. We are still only about 75% built out and
there are a lot of problems being experienced and it would be wise to look at this
development and the impact it has had on the environment. We are having big water

B} . - . o B . <
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problems and we need to really look at water and land use. We need to look at the
fraffic access and exit routes out of this area,

Robert Jasmin, 1153 Myrtle Street, is opposed to the request. He is concerned about
the compatibility issue, He has a horse farm on three acres and he doesn't want to lose
that rural way of life. There already is a traffic problem out there now and it will
increase if this reguest is approved.

Alexander Dickison, 4851 Hester Avenue, is not opposed to development because he
knows development is going to come. The thing that bothers him is the approach to
the development. Ms. Esterson should be able to develop her property but she
shouldnt be bringing in two parcels at a time. There are not parks in that area. The
roads are terrible. There are no schools down in that area.

Mary Ann Baker, 651 Myrtle Street, is opposed to the request. The water in that area
straight from the well is undrinkable. She paid a fortune to get the water up to
drinkability.  She paid a ot of meoney to have her septic put in. She would not
appreciate the County coming in, making her use their sewerage and city water, and
charging per month after she has already paid to have good water and good sewerage.
She is concerned about the traffic issues.

Linda Shore, 5150 Piato Cove, is opposed to the request. She lives there because of
the rural character of the area and wants it to stay that way. One acre estate homes is
realistic and would make a nice development. She feels the higher density would effect
the guality of the water and the artesian well that goes under her property. She feels
this development, as proposed, will devaiue the area. The traffic is a problem and will
increase if this request is approved,

B.]. Simons, 1550 Myrtle Avenue, is opposed to the request. He said the runcft from
Autumn Chase still has not been taken care and he doesn't see why anyone would think
it will be any different on any other subdivisions that are low density or high density or
anything over the one unit per acre.

Mack Thorne, 1416 Myrtle Street, is opposed o the request. It was the understanding
that Autumn Chase was the “ine in the sand” and now here we go again. The traffic is
very, very bad. We are close neighbors and would tike to keep it that way.

Farl Lord, 4835 Hester Avenue, is opposed o the request. When he came to this area
and built his home, the zoning of Suburban Estates was and still is in place. Zoning o
Low Density Residential is out of compliance with the area. He wants to see the
neighborhood grow in the manner for which it was started.

Mr. Harling said the comprehensive plan that was passed by the State was Infended to
provide a framework that was flexible and allowed change and growth to take place. It
allowed people to come in and change as the character of the land changed and as the
intensity and the jobs that were being provided in the area changed. Seminole County
has been through a significant number of comp plan updates that have been updated
by staff as mandated by the State but also the State mandates that you are aliowed to
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make a comp land change twice a year for someone who wants to provide for a better
use of their property.

Low density residential is compatible with Suburban Estates. The two can work
together in harmony and the people who reside in each of those two types of areas can
reside in harmony and live together and that's what we would like to see accomplished.

Mr. Harling said artesian wells are being plugged. The St. Johns Water Management
District has a team that will come out and plug artesian wells because artesian wells are
a drain on the conservation of ground water.

HMe feels that 2.5 units can be compatible with the existing area and that a quality
development can be provided that is very high in character with expensive houses and
also would provide water and sewer service to the area.

He requested approval of his application from the Board.

Commissioner Harris said one of the problems that we have in Seminole
County is evident right here. We have agricultural land that has been in
family ownership for 40, 50, 60 years and in some cases more. The economic
conditions have changed so that the family, if they are depending on the
state of their wealth, may even be endangering at times of losing the land
hecause it is no longer productive. The problem is that piece of land is
cleared for agricultural purpose which makes it not a great candidate for
iarger plot homes. These parcels are very different from the first parcel that
is undeveloped, not farmed, totally treed. So the issue that comes before us
is not just the issue of that particular parcel, but the issue of fairness to the
owners and to the community and it is not an easy decision. These parcels
come forward, one or two and in this case, three at a time and that will
continue to happen in this area no matter what decision we make. Rather
than approve, deny or otherwise just act on single parcels, this area wrill
continue to be under pressure. There will continue to be agricultural land
that has been in families that comes up for sale where the highest and best
use is not agricultural and the pressure is there to development into low
density residential.

As the Airport and the area new Judicial Center develops, this area will be
under continuing and increasing pressure and the opportunity arises for an
investor to quietly put together several of these parcels and then bring them
in and ask for a rezoning.

Rather than act on this tonight in absence of a plan for the entire area, it
would be his suggestion that this Beard defer action on this and instead
request that staff take this entire area, along Lake Jesup and south of the
Airport going all the way over to 17-92 and do a small area study and
suggest what the final develepment trend in that area should be.

Motion by Commissioner Harris to defer action and instead based on the his
comments, refer this issue back to staff for a small area study so all the
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issues can be properly considered in this particular area. Second by
Commissioner Tremel,

Commissioner Mahoney sald he Is for the motion, however, if the applicant
chooses to proceed to the BCC and seelk from them an answer to their
reguest for a land use amendment, we might want to consider the alternate
that they do choose to proceed. He thinks the best plan of attack is to defer
the reguest and to do a study. However, we don't control that. The applicant
naid the money, they get to control the process, and they get to go before
the Board. We might want to consider that if they do proceed, what would
our opinion be today. He feels the answer today would be no.

Chairman Tremel sald that by recommending to defer, the Board is
recommending that it not stay in this plan cycle. He asked staff #f that was
correct.

Ms, Gimartin said that was correct.

Chairman Harris revised the motion to include that as part of the deferral it is
premature and the Board does not have the basis to act affirmatively on this
request this evening.

Commissioner Treme! added that if vou look at the staff recommendation,
after Condition 4, staff is basically taking that position.

Chairman Tucker said he didn't disagree but as a recommending body this
Board should pass it on, up or down to the BCC with the recommendation
that the County Commission request a study. His recommendation is to deny
this request.

Commissioner Tremel withdrew his second.
Motion dies for lack of a second.

Motion by Commissioner Tremel to deny this request for reasons stated in
the staff report and also attach a recommendation to the Board of County
Commissioners that they request staff to do a small area study In this area.
Second by Commissioner Mahoney.

Commissioner Hattaway said the only way a “line in the sand” can be
respected is if all that are concerned have a say so in drawing that line. This
has nokt been done. The applicants have offered to cut in half the density that
they originally requested. Even two units per acre might be amenable, What
we are proposing to this old and respected Semincle County family is that
they now take their farm land, that they can no longer use, out of the loop
for a minimum for 6 months and sit on it and hope that the study will be
finished in 6 months so they can come back in the next cycle. This is very
unfair to this landowner. This landowner has been here and most of you are
out there because some farmer sold you his land. This is a farmer that has
hung on until the very last. They don’t have a viable business farming any
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longer. They wish to use the property that they paid taxes on many, many
years in a productive manner. They are not raping the land or building
apartments. They are trying to do something that will fit in with thelr
environment because they are going to live right there beside it. Two units
to an acre is more than most of us have to live on. She will be veoting against
the motion.

Commissioner Treme! said they have not denied the use of their property.
They can develop it in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, which is one
unit per acre. Sine quite a few people have chosen to do that, there is a use
of the property just not at the use they are requesting.

Commissioner Nicholas said that at some time this property is going to be
developed somehow and probably more than just Suburban Estates. He
doesn’t want to see apartment complexes and those kinds of things. Two
units to the acre is fairly reasonable. He thinks the smali area study is a good
thing to do but his concern is with split parcels. He thinks this whole area
needs to be looked at because there is some developable acreage out there
although the first parcel that was locked at tonight was appropriate because
of the wetlands. These parcels seem a little more reasonable for somebody
to develop their property a little more as they see fit.

Motion passed 4-3, Commissioner Harris, Commissioner Nicholas, and
Commissioner Hattaway voted against the motion.

D, VISION 2020 - GUIDE TO THE JOURNEY AHEAD, SPRING (YCOLE
AMENDMENT REGARDING TRANSMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS  (FDCA) OF PROPOSED [ARGE SCALE  TEXT
AMENDMENTS TO THE SEMINOLE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (SCCP).
PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENTS WILL BE INCORPORATED INTO THE NEWLY
ADOPTED SCCP (MAY 8, 2001), KNOWN AS VISION 2020-A4 GUIDE TO THE
JOURNEY AHEAD (AND REFERRED TO AS "VISION 20207 THE SUBJECT
TEXT AMENDMENTS WILL REPLACE PLAN ELEMENTS OF THE SCCP.

ALICE GILMARTIN, PRINCIPAL COORDINATOR

The Text Amendments to the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan, {Vision 2020) were
given to the LPA at the meeting of January 9, 2002, in preparation for thelr public
hearing on February 20, 2002. The Local Planning Agency (LPA) met on July 18, 2001,
for a briefing with staff to discuss the text amendments to eight Elements of the
Comprehensive Plan. The LPA was unable to open the public hearing on these Text
Amendments on August 1, 2001, due to 2 lack of a guorum. The Board of County
Commissioners at their next meeting opted to withdraw the Text Amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan from the Fall Cycle Amendments and directed staff to resubmit
them for the next Spring Cycle of Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Before the LPA are
the same Text Amendments as they previously reviewed last summer. The only
changes to the document involve the references to the one cent sales tax that
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